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“We would propose to them a more 
consistent plan. It will be granted that all 
men seek theirown happiness naturally : 


T'o the Editor of the Gospel Advocate. 


© Sin—I wish you would publish the foi- 
> Jowing charitable arguments on thesubject | 
g r ya a and still they know they ar 

sof Universal salvation from the writings of | ; y are dependant on 


Pa brerge : . . | God to make it so. 
Ya Calvinist divine, with the remarks which | ~ / - : 
| they will naturally suggest, and which they | ‘We ask therefore,if mankind could have 
© deserve, and you will much oblige a friend | their choice, what kind of a being would 
Bad auhecriber. W.H.G. | they chuse to be governed by? If they 
| could have their choice, would they not 


‘ Surely it can be of no avail for a Uni- 'chuse a God of infinite power—of infinite 
, versalist to try to clear himselfof supporting , knowledge, and who was unalterably de- 
a doctrine that tends te licentiousness—God ge;mined to make them happy? <As they 
"has fixed a penalty to his law, to restrain | seek their own happiness, and cannot make 
' men from the breach of it. But they would themselves happy, and must depend upon 
# persuade men he is not in earnest in his | God for it, would they not chuse a God of 
Pthreatenings, or that God will not inflict e- | jnfnite power, and knowledge, and who was 
ternal punishment upon sinners as he has ! unalterably determined to make them hap- 
threatened to do. And as far as they Suc-| py atall events? We are persuaded that 
)ceed in relieving the minds of men from the j¢ will be granted that men would make 
‘fears of the penalty, so far the restraint is the above choice, had they it in their pow- 
' taken off; so farthey preventthe penalty! er, 


from having its due effect. It is the great} 


object of Universalists to make men Uni- 
| versalists, and not to make them true peni- 

tents. Some of them seem to own tuo, that 
Pmen must be saved from their sins and not 


‘tntheir sins, implying that they must be-; 


‘come humble penitents before they can be 
‘saved. To be consistent therefore, they 
sought to preach repentance unto life, and 
not Universalism untolife ! Butitis known 
that their great theme is Universalism; and 
to relieve men from the fears of the penalty. 
Their aim appears to be to keep in disguise, 
and not suffer men to be aware that their 
doctrine has such pernicious tendency. If 
they were to come out fair and open, plead- 


ing with men to embrace their doctrine as | 


a direct step to let loose to licentious prac- 
tices, and be happy at last, they would be 
more consistent. Byt what bypocrisy are 
they chargeable vi e they pretend to 
/morals, and yet preach a doctrine that tends 
to the destruction ofl christian morality ! 
But why will they preach dissemblingly ? 
Why do they not tell men plainly, and be 
-uniform in encouraging them in all manner 
}of wickedness and be happy at last ? Sure- 
ly this would be more consistent. ‘To en- 
courage men in iniquity in a blindfold way 
is not treating them fairly. 


“ Well, Universalists say that God is of 
this character. Also they will own that 
men depend on God to make them happy. 

“ We ask then, is it possible for men to 
be displeased with such a God as this, if 
they knew him to be such ? Certainly all 
men would love such a God as this, in their 
‘natural state. And this is further estab- 
lished by fact ; for how much does the U- 


‘ niversalists rejoice in his God, who he thinks 
jto be of this character? Letit then be 
‘considered as a point that is established, 
both by reason and fact, that a God infinite 
}in power and knowledge, and unalterably 
i determined to make men happy atall events, 


/ must be pleasing to mankind, and that it is 


! 





| impossible but they will love such a God. 
i Yea, we say, let these be considered as 
| fixed principles that must stand, let the con- 


‘sequence be what it may: for surely they 


i will stand, whether we allow it or not. 

“ We infer therefore, Ist, That the true 
character of God is according to the relish 
of all men. 


“24. We infer that all men are perfectly 
‘holy. A relish for the divine Being must 
be holiness. Had men the power of crea- 
ting a God to suit them they would cer- 
| tainly create just such a God as this, amd 
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would love him after they had made him.— 
This must be holiness. 





nena tgs, 


hate, but must love him. And it is MN pos:- 
sible for them to love God, and hate their 


“ 3d. We infer that men do naturally |} neghbor; and if they love their neighbors 


love God with all the heart ;—and between | 


God and the creature there is no disagree- 
ment. Then we infer, 

“ 4th. That there is also perfect obedi- 
ence, for love is the fulfilling of the law.— 
And the practice will correspond ; for the 
heart governs the conduct. It is the fruit 
by which the tree is known. Aman will 
not oppose his own heart. We infer, 

“ 5th. That men do naturally love their 
neighbor as themselves. For, as the scrip- 
ture represents, it is impossible to love God 
and hate our neighbor. 

“‘ But we must now come to a disagree- 
able inference for, we infer, 

“ 6th. That the bible is not the word of 
God ! because it is so full of falsehoods !— 
(If God be such a God as Universalists 
say he is, infinite in power and knewledge, 
and unalterably determined to make men 
happy at all events—which is such an one 
as all would naturally chuse—and is agree- 
able to the relish of all men, which proves 
them holy as God himself—then the bible 
cannot be the word of God, because it is 
full of falsehoods)—It represents that man 
is full of enmity against God, and that they 
hate and devour one another !—that they 
daily transgress the divine law—that they 
are very sinful ; yea, totally depraved—lIt 
falsely represents that Christ.came to save 
from sin, when there is no sin in existence 
—There are no sinners among men, and 
they need no Saviour—And God would not 
send his Son to die for innocent beings,that 
needed no Savicur. And further, some uni- 
versalists own that the bible says that sin- 
ners will be damned awhile, though not for- 
ever. But how absurd to talk of sinners be 
ing damned when there isnone? Surely. 
the bible is not a revelation from God, on 
the principles of Universalism. And we 
infer 

7th. That men are greatly deluded—we 
think and believe that men are a sinful race 
—that they are guilty of Jving—of fraud—— 
robberv—murder, &e. But all this is a 
mere delusion—there is no sin. Even dev- 
ils are not sinful beings ifGod is such a Gad 
as Universalists say he is. Furtiiermore. 
we infer that there can be no more wars in 
the world——Trve indved we hear of tumults 
and commotions in the earth; and that ther: 
are great destructions ; that men are fight 
ing and destroying each other ; but. this 
must he wholly a deluston. For if wen have 
just such a God as they chuse, they cannot 





they will not kill and destroy them Con. 
sequently, the idea of wars is ioihing but a 
delusion ; there is nothing but peace and 
perfect agrcement through the HaliGNS $ Nts 
withstanding what we hear to the contrary: 
it must be all a delusion. And we nust 
not flinch at swallowing down the absurdi- 
ty. neither ; for the Universalist’s God is so 
dear to him, it will not doto renounce him, 
let what consequence scever may force it. 
self upon us ; even if it proves that black is 
white, and white is black, we must own it 
rather than deprive the Universalist of his 
beloved God. And even 

“If the Universalist should undertake to 
screen his sentiment trem the abeve conse- 
quences, he must jail—They will inevitably 
follow his system, He may try to account 
tor the wickedness of man from some other 
quarter : i. e. he may try to make it appear 
that men may hate God, or be at variance 
with him, even though he is just sucha God 
as they wish hiin to be. 

“ Suppose they should say that men are 
eelucated to believe that Ged wiil punish 
them eternally ; aud therefore hate him be- 
cause they bedieve it. But do ali men be 
lieve this ? or is there none that hate God, 
or quarrel with each other among those 
Who deny it? Furthermore ; if they have 
been educated to believe God is what he is 
not, and therefore they hate him 3 this isno 
opposition against the true God, but cnly 
against an imaginary god ; and therefore it 
proves no opposition against the true God. 

“ Nor will it do to say that though God 
is determined to make all men happy, yet 
he will not do it in the way they chuse he 
should, and therefore they hate him: For 
if he is determined for their greatest’ he ppi- 
ness, they will feel that he knows best how 
to do this 5 and therefore they cannet hate 
him for taking his cwn best way to make 
them happy. ‘This perfectly harmonizes 
with their pursuit of happiness. and there 
fore they could net hate him for it. 

“ Nor will it servegheir turn to say.they 
have no relish for th@kind of happiness, 
that God has determined ic give them, since 
he is under obligation to give them a relish 
therefor, in order to make them happy.— 
liow ean they hate God for determining to 
vive thom a relish for that in which their 
-reatest hay piness consists, and then to be 
stow iten them, instead of making them 
hate him. 

“ Furthermore, it will not Coto say that 
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God will punish men a great while, though, 


not eternally, and for that they hate him.—, 
This (as well as the foreguing objection) is 
at once saying that mankind are sinners,for 
punishment is for sin ; and could not be 
without it. And as is seen above this could 
not be upon the Universalists’ system 3 for 
mankind are all holy. And further it would 
notdoon another account, for upon that 
system they are punished only to make 
their happiness greater; and we know that 
men are pleased with their doctor, who pats 
them to pain for their future health. So 
they would be pleased with God for pun- 
ishing them for their greater happiness. 

“ But it may be objected further, that 
mankind do not love to be dependant, and 
they hate God because he has made them 
so. But it is out of the power even of an 
independent being himself to make another 
being independent beside himself. There- 
fore mankind could not hate God, for not 
doing that which it was out of the power e- 
ven of Omnipotence to do. 


“ A Calvinist will say that the reason = 


why men hate God is “ because he is finally 
opposed to their selfish pursuit of happi- 
ness.” 
termined to make them happy let them do 
as they may, and their hatred ceases. If 
it be true that God is determined to make. 
all happy, let them do as they may, cer- 


tainly ao one will hate him. All the seem-! 
ing hatred must rise from this that they 
are not rightly informed into God’s true; 


character. Only rectify this mistake and 
all will be reconciled :—They will be grat- 
ified to the highest degree; They would 
indeed rejoicice in their God, who was an 
Almighty servant, to them to make them 
happy at all events.” 


Remarks on the above. 

The author (whoever he be, for I do not 
know who he is) says, ‘God has fixed a 
penalty to his law to restrain men from the 
breach of it.? It appears to me that there 
is no penalty of endless misery affixed to 


-_<—- 


But let God join them, and_ be de- | 





the divine law; neither is there the threat- 
ening of endless misery against any man of 
any character or description of men in the 
whole bible. The author, no doubt, if he 
were present would say, that this was an 
expression almost unpardonable, and that 
it was couched in the strongest terms that he 
had ever yet heard. I acknowledge that 
the expression is strong, and I mean not to 
tamper with this author’s presumption,who 
has much to say, and many conclusions to 
draw from a doctrine, which the bible does | 


not contain, and exists no where, but in his 
and in the imagination of others, who are 
like himself. 

I consider sin as a cause of which misery 
is the effect. Now, to say,if a cause exists, 
the efiect which will follow, is nothing of the 
nature of a threatening, ‘Thus, if a father 
tell his child, that if he put his hand or foot 
into the fire, that it will burn him; is this 
a threatening ? No, certainly it is not. If 
the father had added, that beside enduring 
the effect of the child’s putting his hand inthe 
fire, that he would whip him ; there would 
then be a threatening. But in the whole 
bible there is nothing mentioned as a pun- 
ishment, but the natural consequence result- 
ing trom sin as a cause. 

There is no mention of a penalty in the 
whole decalogue. Let any man pvint it out 
ifhe can. ‘Inthe day thou eatest. thereof 
thou shalt surely die,’ is not a threatening. 
It is the warning or instruction of a kind fa- 
ther, forewarning his creature or child that 
the transgression of the law, as a cause; 
will be attended with misery, as the effect ; 
and that the former cannot be committeds 
unless the latter be experienced. 


‘The soul that sins shall die,’ is not a 
threatening ; it is only a true declaration of 
misery, the effect, following sin its cause, 
and the certainty of it. 

I only add, that if endless misery were 
threatened against sinners, it must be execu 
ted or the truth of God must be violated. 
The notion that the threatened misery was 
executed on the sinner’s substitute is false ; 
for if it was, God was not trne to his threat- 
ening, for, according to them, it was threat- 
ened against the sinner, not against the 
substitute. Now, if all mankind are not 
sent to endless misery 3; er if ail or any part 
of mankind are saved, and yet such a threat- 
ening was ever made; in either case God 
has been untrue to his threatening ; conse- 
quently, if such a threatening were ever 
made, it is impossible for one human crea- 
ture ever to be saved by Christ or any oth- 
er way, unless God be untrue to his word. 


‘Hf[ence I have all reason for my conclusion 


that God never made such a threatening. 

Having written on this subject in a form- 
er Number, I should not have mentioned it 
here, if this author had not built his whole 
defence against us upon the supposed exis- 
tence of sucha threatening. The arguments 
which have been used are sufficient in my 
mind to show that such a threatening never 
was made. 


This may he a sufficient answer to our 
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author’s notion of a penalty to the law, or 
a threatening of endless misery. 
Our author in the next place says, ‘ that 


Universalists say that God is a bring of | 
infinite power—of infinite knowledge, and 
who is unallerably determined to make’ 


them happy.’ 


candor. The whole hope cf man is the 
unalterable determination of Gad to save. 
Strike out this and there could be no hope. 


This determination of God never began 3 | 
It will be accomplished, | 


it never can alter. 
for He will do all his pleasure. To sup- 
pose that God has no fixed plan to pursue, 
and is excited to be severe and cruel to us, 
because we are sinful; and then is inclined 
to be merciful because we reform and re- 
pent, isto makehim changeable like our- 
selves ; and shews that his government of 
men depends on their actions. God is love. 
Is not this love eternal ? did it ever begin? 
It did not any more than God, for God is 
love. It is from eternity to eternity. Did 
it or can it ever alter or change? It did 
not, it cannot. Why ? because God, who 
is love is unchangeable. Do the scriptures 
prove this? they do as fully as any doctrine 
they contain. God so loved the world.— 
When did this love begin ? Tt never had a 
beginning. Will it ever cease ? It cannot 
unless God ceases to be God, for he is love. 
Hence the absurdity of this Author, who 
makes God first to change in hating the 
sinner ; then alters again in loving the sin- 
ner when he repents. This writer seems 
to believe, that the Universalists’ belief of 
God is erroneous from seven particulars. 
He says, if God be infinite in power, infi- 
nite in knowledge and unalterably determ- 
ined to make men happy ; all men will 
love such a God; all men are perfectly 
holy ; all men do naturally love God with 
ail the heart ; that men do naturally love 
their neighbor as themselves ; that the bi- 
ble is not,the word of God, because it says 
that men are enemies to God, that they 
hate God, &c. and that men are greatly 
deluded in supposing that they are sinful 
when they are not. ? y answer to all this 
chain of consequences is ; that men never 
hated God knowing his true character.— 
They hate God under a mistaken notion of 
him. They have been tauglit, and [ sup- 
pose by our Author among others, that 
God wasthe sinner’s enemy; that he 
was partial ; that he designed the happi- 








ness of a few; and the endless damnation 


-ofmany; that heaven was in store for 


some 3 and endless torture for the rest. 
Jam bold in saying, that God never re- 

quired any man te love him under such an 

idea; and if it were required, the require- 


ment would counteract all the reason and 

We acknowledge this charge and are, 
happy in our belief of such a being: and, 
we are happy in being able to prove this to| 
the full satisfaction of all men of sense and 


the feelings of sympathy and humanity, with 
which the same God had endued us. 

When, therefore, it is said that sinners 
hate God; it is God, under a wrong con- 
ception of him. They are ignorant of the 
true God, and hate him not i» !:is true char- 
acter; but according tothe fa! .c notion they 
have formed of him. But wher ihe vilest 
nian that ever lived has a true knowledge of 
God; sees him to bea friend not anenemy ; 
that his love is constant not changeable ; 
that it is universal not partial ; it will be im- 
possible but that he should love God in this 
character. Do we not love him, because 
he first loved us? God’s love to all man- 
kind was first,even from eternity ; and when 
we know this we love him ; but while igno- 
rant of God, and especially while they be- 
lieve him to bean enemy; they dread him, 
they hate him. So that God is hated by 
man, not as a lovely, but under the notion 
ofan hateful being. 

What this preacher would mean, by say- 
ing that the Universalists expected that God 
would save them at ail events, I do not 
certainly knows; but no doubt remains, 
that he would signify, that God would save 
mankind whether holy or unholy. But I 
desire to know what salvation or happiness 
can consist with sin? and how contrary is 
such a suggestion from what we preach and 
from that, which the scriptures declare ?>— 
In addition to a false representation, this 
author has made, I would have him know, 
that we believe, the gospel salvation to be a 
salvation from sin, not from endless misery 5 
we are involved in the former, but were 
never exposed to the latter.—Eprror. 


( To be continued. ) 


‘ 





To the Rev. D. Barcock, of Buffalo. , 


EXAMINATION OF THE EpiscopAL CatF- 
CHIsM, &c. 
(Continued from page 85.) 

Extract, pages 45, 46. 

“Q. Do the Bishops give the Holy Ghost 
now, as the Apostles did then, by their 
laying on of hands ? 

A. We do not say thatthe Apostles gave 
the Holy Ghost ; they laid on their hands, 
and God gave the Holy Spirit to those on 
whom they laid them ; and so we hopethat 
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by the fervent prayers of the Bishop and 
the Church, they on whom he now lays his 
hands shall also receive the Holy Ghost, if 
they be properly prepared for this sacred 
ordinance, 

Q. By whom was this holy rite always 
administered in the Church ? 

A. By the Bishops alone, as successors 
to the Apostles. ’ 

Ifere is some careful language, upon the 
subject of giving the Holy Ghost. You 
seom to fear that if you say the Bishops 
give the Holy Ghost, there would not besu- 
perstition enough in the people to receive 
it; and if you shouid say,in so many words, 
they do not give it, the charm would be bro- 
ken, and the whole cheat exposed. To a- 
void either of these alternatives, the authors 
have first assumed the position that the a- 
postles did not confer the Holy Ghost, and 
that they go on to hope that God will give 
itto allon whom the Bishoo shall lay his 
hands, if they are fit for it! By this ingen- 
ious device the whole is thrown into such a- 
greeable confusion and uncertainty that it 
bears a hasty reading tolerably well. ‘There 
is no doubt that ifa member of your church 
should dare to say God does sometimes give 
the Holy Ghost to persons who have not had 
the hands of the Bishop upon them,his “ her- 
esy” would be fully estab lished, and be per- 
fectly visible to all the “ Episcopal Clergy.” 

The “laying on of hands” that “ holy 
vite,” as you call it, you say was always 
performed in the church & by the Bishops a- 
lone, as successors to the apostles.” This 
story of “ apostolic succession” T treated at 
considerable length, in my remarks upon an 
extract from the 52d page ofthe catechism ; 
butas [have here metthe claim again, I must 
be permitted to spend a few words more up- 
on the subject. It is surprising to me that 
any man, in this age, will risque his claim 
to honesty by pretensions so absurd as that 
here made. Inthe dark ages of the world 
such impositions passed undiscovered, be- 
cause there were no means of detection within 
the reach of the people. Now, the case is 
widely different: the press is free, books of 
history are constantly multiplying, and a 
spirit of research is abroad which is con- 
stantly throwing these books into town, vil- 
lage and city libraries, and thus rendering 
their contents familiar to almost every class 
ofthe community. For all this you have | 
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claim to “ apostolic succession” is familiar 
as household words, even to the children of 
the present generation ? Scarcely a town 
library can you examine, throughout the 
country, without finding some one or more 
authentic histories in it that give the lie di- 
rect to all your claims to “ apostolic suc- 
cession |”? Did you ever reflect, Sir, upon 
what must be the opinions of men who hear 
you setting up this claim, after they have 
followed through the pages of history the 
long list of double Popes, no Popes, Popish 
enormities, indulgencies, &c. that charac- 
terise every year of popery, through which 
your succession is claimed ? Look at Pope 
Leo X. He is one of the many I did not 
mention in my former remarks upon this 
subject. Speaking of the Popish formula 
he flatly denied any faith in it, and said to 
a cardinal: “ This fable of Jesus has done 
us good service /” When his treasury was 
exhausted he replenished ¢ét by the sale of 
indulgencies for the commission of sins !— 
The product of this revenue which arose 
from Saxony and the countries bordering on 
the Baltic, was farmed out, by the Pope, to 
an Italian merchant, who bought the right 
upon speculation !! It was the scandal of 
this among other enormities that brought 
out Martin Luther in opposition to Popery. 
This was inand after the year 1517 ; and 
the king and parliament of England did not 
reject the authority of “the Pope” until 
1534—of course your “ apostolic succes- 
sion” is traced through Pope Leo X. aman 
who disbelieved the authority and doctrines 
of our Lord Jesus Christ ! !! 

When Herny VILLof England broke off 
from the Romish Pope’s authority he still 
said he believed the doctrine of “ apostolic 
succession,” as you now do; and yet he 
made the church separation by force and 
without the consent of the successor to St. 
Peter, merely because he (the Pope) would 
not grant “ his majesty” a divorce from his 
wife Catharine, whom he liad married 20 
years before! This man, Henry the VIII. 
was, says history, notorious for “ cruelty, 
oppression, rapacity, injustice, obstinacy, 
arrogance, bigotry and presumption ;” yet 
the parliament of England, in 1534 voted 
him the title of “ the only supreme head on 
earth of the church of England’””—which ti- 
tle you allow to be his, and to be valid.— 
The same parliament acknowledged his 





made no allowance, by abating your absurd |“ inherent” power “ to visit, and repress, 


pretensions 3 but attempt, as extravagantly | 
as ever, to bafile the human understanding 


| 


redress, reform, order, correct, restrain, or 
amend all errors, heracies, abuses, offences, 


by legends and real mockery !_ Are you not | contempts, and enormitics, which fall under 


tensible, Sir, that the absurdity of your!any spiritual authority or jurisdiction.”— 
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All this you also acknowledge, (for this 
man was literally the beginning cf the Epis- 
«opal church,) so that in fact you get your 
whole bishop trumpery from and by virtue 
ofan act of the British parliament! Pray, 
Sir, can you tell me where this parliament 
obtained its right to vote a separation from 
the Popes of Rome ? The “ apostolic suc- 
cession” you say belonged to these Popes, 
or comes through them ; and this parlia- 


ment had no such authority from the Popes! ! 


There is a thought intrudes here, which a- 


gain, and in one more way annihilates your | 


pretensions to this “ apostolic succession.” 
You say at page 33d of the catechism, that 
schismatics and excommunicated persons 
cannot partake of all good things in the 
church. Now this same Henry, in whom 
originated your Episcopal church, because 
he separated it from the Roman, was a 
schismatic, and caused a_ schism in the 


church 3 and he¥as you know or should, 


know, was excommunicated by Pope Clem- 
ent VIE. of the family of Medicis. Then 
he was both a schismatic and excommuni- 
cated person, and according tothe cate- 
chisin could not partake of the sacrament 
himself, or lawfully administer it to others. 
The Pope who excommunicated Henry 
Was, as you Say, a siccessor to the apos- 
tles : of course he had aright so to do 3 and 
as that act of his must be valid, (being, in 
your own opinion, legal) it fellows that the 
whcle Episcopal church, with all its Bish- 
ops, Priests and Deacons stands excommu- 
nicated from the true church of Christ,your- 
self among the nymber ! 
A UNIVERSALIST. 
(To be continued. ) 





To the Editor of the Gospel Advocate. 
INTRUDERS ON INDIAN LANDS. 


Sir—Much has been said, by those inter- 
ested, against the justice and propriety of 
the late removal of the Seneca Mission 
Family from the Indian reservation. The 
object appears to have been, to excite pub- 
lic sentiment against the law and to connect 
the measure in some way with Universal- 
ism. As far as 1 have observed, however, 
such eflorts have operated very innocently 
in this place, and probably not one respec- 
table citizen has been brought thereby to re- 
gard that doctrine with less respect than 
that of presbyterianism. 

The letter however, said to be the pro- 
duction cf our Mr. Squicr, published in the 
Westes Recorder, under the signature of 
“ Ciristian,” weak, incorrect and fustian 
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as it is, may perhaps, be more injurious, 
The cant solemnity, with which he con. 
temns the authorities under which he lives, 
may lead the well meaning ignorant into 
serious errors. ‘They may be induced to 
follow that writer and his pious correspon- 
dent of this place in reviling the law and its 
ministers, until they shall think it just and 
orthodox to resist all legal restraints. Are 
priests and bigots the same now that they 
were ten centuries ago—in the plenitude of 
of their evangelical zeal, would they not 
break through the guards of the constitu. 
tion, and exhibit wpon the niche of the tem- 
ple their own orthodox God, and enforce 
his worship by the lash and the faggot. 

My present intention is merely to cor- 
rect, by a statement of facts, important er- 
rors contained in the Jetter which are inten- 
ded to do a public injury, and to bring the 
laws and our legislators into contempt, by 
“the revelation of acts of persecution a- 
gainst gospel effort,” which are permitted. 
T may perhaps, also show, that the lament- 
able case of this beloved mission family, is 
not a hard nor a solitary one—but an ordi- 
nary case of the removal by legal process of 
trespassers from the estates and possessions 
of their neighbors. 

The law of 1821, which gives summary 
process for the removal of squatters and 
trespassers on Indian lands, is stated upon 
the authority of a senator “ not to have had 
the serious consideration of the legislature in 
reference to its action on the subject of 
christian missions’— That the latitude 
given by its terms (its operations on mis- 
sionarjes as well as others) is unjust and 
unreasonable”—* ‘That it thwarts the be- 
nevolent intentions of the general govern- 
ment, for the instruction of the natives 
and that this mission is recognized and aid- 
ed by the appropriations of that general 
government.” A brief history of the facts, 
in relation to this subject, will most clearly 
and effectually expose the falsity of each 
of these positions. 

It will appear by the journals of our as- 
sembly, that cn the 7th Feb. 1821, Gover- 
nor Clinton transmitted to the house a let- 
ter from the chief, Red Jacket, containing a 
lively representation of the injuries receiv- 
ed by the Senecas from the white people, 
and a strong appeal to the justice and good 


faith of the government, and showing the 


necessity of the enactment of more efficient 
laws for their protection. In his own ap- 


propriate language, he states, “ That the 
president of the U. States has recommended 
to our young men to be industrious, te 
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This we have done, and 


plow and sow. 
are thankful for the advice and the means 


afforded us. We are happier for it. But 
one thing has occasioned great confusion a- 
mongst us, and is making us a quarrelsome 
and divided people, and that is the intro- 
duction of preachers into our nation.”— 
“ Confusion and disorder are sure to follow. 
The governor must not think hard of me 
for speaking thus ef the preachers. I have 
abserved their progress. I perceive when- 
ever they come amongst the Indians, they 
are the forerunners of their dispersion, that 
they have always excited enmity and quar- 
rels amongst them. Each nation has its 
own customs and its own religion. The 
Indians have theirs given them by the 
Great Spirit under which they are happy. 
We are afraid too, that these preachers by- 
and-by will become poor and force us to 
pay them for living amongst us and distur- 
bing us.” 

This plain and vigorous portrait of the 
evils ettendant upon this Seneca Mission in- 
duced the Governor, in his communication 
to call the particular attention of the legis- 
lature to the insufficiency of the existing 
laws, for the protection of the Indians ; and 
he was met by its members with correspon- 
dent feelings. On the 24th March, the 
committee reported the act, which was sub- 
sequently passed, and under which these 
intruders were lately removed. ‘That com- 
mittee stated to the house, that. the existing 
laws for the protection of the Indians had 
been found insufficient—that indictments 
for trespasses had multiplied without afford- 
ing any relief, for convictions had rarely if 
ever followed. The members of this eom- 
mittee were respectable, as well for their 
correct and enlarged views on the subject, 
as for their moral deportment and charac- 
ter; and on the SOth of March the bill be- 
came a law, without a division. 

‘The senate of 1822, entertained so streng 
a sense of the injustice of permitting zatru- 
ders to reside on the Indian Jands, and of 
the evils which resulted to the natives there- 
from, and of the obligations resting upon 
voverpment to avert them, by some legal 
provisions, that a bill brought into that 


body by O. Forward, Esq. “ exempiing | 
its incongruity with the report on which it 


preachers of the gospel and school teach- 
ers from the operations of the law of 
1°1,° was rejected by a strong division. 
This bill presented the naked question, 
whether such an exception comported with 
Justice and the moral and legal relations 
subsisting between the owners of the land 
and the state. 











provision, and was not entangled with any 
other considerations. Here then, at least, 
the law in question received “the serious 
consideration of the legislature in reference to 
its action on the subject of christian missions.’ 

Again, as to the same point. In 1823, 
upon the petition of the trustees of the Bap- 
tist association for the counties of Monroe, 
Livingston, Genesee and Niagara, consist= 
ing of 29 churches, backed by one signed 
by several of the Seneca Chiefs, a bill was 
brought into the senate by Messrs. Red- 
field, Green and Hathaway, “ permitting 
ministers of the gospel and school masters 
to reside upon Indian reservations.” ‘This 
committee reported to the senate, “ That 
this state has no right, titleor property in 
and to the several Indian reservations in 
the western part of this state, now occupied 
by the Senecas. Except the right of sove- 
reiynty and jurisdiction ; and that the state 
cannot assume the right to use said lands, 
nor to di-pose of them. That by a treaty 
concluded in 1786, this state sold to the 
state of Massachusetts, all the right and ti- 
tle it had, except as aforesaid. That state 
then sold its title to R. Morris, in whose 
heirs and assigns the sole pre-emption right 
is now vested. A similar report on this 
point from the attorney general, in 1822, 
was laid before the senate, in which it was 
further stated, that it would be a fraud upon 
the assigns of Massachusetts, to allow by 
law the whites to lease those lands of the 
Indians for any time ; or to allow them to 
reside thereon under the protection of the 
law, even. by consent of the natives. That 
committee further state, that by a treaty be- 
tween the United States and the Six Na: 
tions, in 1744, the United States agree, that 
all the lands reserved. by the Indians shalt 
forever remain their property, and the gov- 
ernment guarantee their rights. Neverthe- 
less, the committee, probably in obedience 
to the wishes.of the said trustees, introdu- 
ced a bill, “ providing for the benefit and 
welfare of the Indians,” so amending the 
act of 1821, as to leave them remediless a- 
gainst intruders and squatters, except by 
the old and inefficient mode of public pros- 
ecution. This bill passed the senate with 
out a division, and it is apprehended, from 


was founded, “ without the serious.conside- 
ration” of that body, “in reference to its 
action on the” rights of the Indians, and the 
representatives of R. Morris; or upon the 
good faith in the state. The bill was how- 
ever lost in the house, by a vote on a divic~ 


It consisted of that single | ion of G5 to 38. 
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From the foregoing facts I apprehend it 
to be clear, that the law of 1821, not only 
expresses the strong sense of successive le- 
gislatures, as to the justice and. necessity 
of its provisions—but that the latitude of its 
terms in so far as they operate to exclude 
missionaries from the reservations, is both 
just and reasonable, and was duly and seri- 
ously considered with a view particularly to 
their case. Hence, “ Christian,” whoever 
he may be, was ignorant ef facts, or dis- 
honest in his intentions, and in either case, 
a very unfit adviser of Mr. Hastings. 
ANOTHER CHRISTIAN. 
(Concluded in our next.) 








For the Gospel Advocate. 

We are often told, and with seeming ear- 
nestness, that the doctrine of a restoration 
leads to licentiousness. Of this, however, 
for proof, there is only the sterile assertion 
of those who make it. Licentiousness and 
heresy, have ever been the watch words a- 
mongst bigots, and a signal for confisca- 
tions, persecutions, and the burning at the 
stake, and for all kinds of sanguinary pro- 
ceedings. But let me tell you, my breth- 
ren ; that if there is truth in your axioms ; 
if there is correctness in your own religious 
experience ; ifthere is consistency in your 
own doctrine; I think to prove to you, and 
to the world that our doctrine is according 
to godliness. When I say your axioms, | 
mean those commonly allowed as correct a- 
mongst all people ; such as, 

Fear never begets love—Love begets love— 

We love him because he first loved us— 

And, it is impossible for God to make a 
thing to be, and not to be. 

Firstly. Let us notice the effect of fear. 

Fear, often drives to distraction, and des- 
pair; but never, either draws, or drives to 
love. Not all the thunder of Sinai, nor the 
swelling words cf damnation, hell-fire and 
endless punishment ever made a christian ; 
it hath undoubtedly made professors and 
hypocrites, but let their fear be once taken 
away, and they will be again at the devil’s 
service. Since I have publicly given a rea- 
son of a hope of an universal restoration to 
holiness and happiness ; several of this kind 
of professors have told me with apparent 
frankness, that did they believe, as some u- 
niversalists do, that there is no punishment 
after death, they would let themselves loose 
in all kinds of debauchery, and wickedness. 
But did such people consider the import of 
such a declaration, they would stand amaz- 
ed at themselves. Firstly. It contains in 





full the substance of the following. 





ADVOCATE. 


I had rather now, serve the devil thay 
the Lord, if it was not for the fears of hel]! 
And,secondly. It contains alsoin substance 
that they think,that there is more happiness 
to be found in the devil’s service,than in the 
services of God, as they call it. Thirdly, 
It is an acknowledgment that in their pros 
fessiun they are acting the hypocrite. From 
such pretenders, religion receives the sorest 
thrusts and deepest scars. 

Christ never complained of the wounds 
that his enemies gave him; but said, these 
are the wounds that I received in the house 
of my friends. If fear, and the terrors of 
the law, would have made christains,the Js- 
raelites for their sins would not have fell in 
the wilderness. % 

Of the truth of this axiom, that love be- 
gets love, is proved by the experience of 
many,and may be by all, and to this agreeth 
the experience of the primitive christians,’ we 
love him (said they) because he first loved 
us ; being overcome by that boundless be- 
nevolence that appeared in the dying love 
of the Saviour of the world, “ for love con- 
quers all.” And you say also, that you 
love God because he first loved you, and in 
Christ Jesus chose you to salvation; and 
this election you think was before the world 
began. Now if this persuasion, conviction 
or intuition, was the first and moving cause 
of love to God in you, as the elect, can any 
reason possibly be guessed at, why the same 
effect should not be wrought with the world 
of mankind if they could have the like per- 
suasion ? 


(Concluded next week.) 





Brother Richard Carrique, late publisher 
of the Religious Inquirer, at Hartford, Con. 
has commenced at Hudson, N. Y. the pub- 
lishing the Messenger of Peace, royal 8vo. 
issued semi-monthly, at $1,00 per annum. 
Mr. C. is already advantageously known to 
the public, and we hope he will succeed. 





THE JOY OF GRIEF. 


There is a joy in silent grief, 

Which gives this heart a sweet relief, 
A joy Lever hope to feel, 

Too deep for time itself to heal. 


And can T ever cease to weep, 
Since her I]ov’d, has fallen asleep, 
The cold and silent tomb her pillow, 
Its only shade the drooping willow. 
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